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To: Andy Ledford 
IF'rOm: PhilNhon 

Mprch 21,1993 

Subject: Results of Arsenic and Chromium Analysis in the IM/IRA-EA Decision Dociiment 

In response to our telephone conversation on Monday a€krnmn (March 20, 1995) I have 
reviewed the IM/IRA-EA Decision Document to determine how Arsenic and Chromium werc 
eliminated from being Contaminants of Concern (COCs) h OU4 Soils. Arsenic and Chroniutn 
did not become Potential Contaminants of Concern (PCOCs) in that they were screened out 
through the statistical evaluation of the data. Attached arc thc results of the statistics which 
indicate that for arsenic: 

1. 
concentration, 

The maximum OU4 concentration slightly exceeded the background 99% UTL 

2. There were no maximum OU4 values that exceeded the Maximum background 
concentrations, 

3. The numhcr of 01J4 valucs allowed to lie outside the background value with rcspect 
to the statietical slippage tcst was not exceeded (0 is less than 14), 

4, The OU4 Quantile test value is 1 were as the required value for consideration a. a 
PCOC is less than 0.05, and 

5. The OU4 Gehan test resuIt is -3.39143 were as the required value for consideration 
as a PCOC is greater than 1.645. 

The Statistical results for Chromium are: 

1. The maximum OU4 concentration exceeded the background 99% UTL concentration, 

2. There werc 14 OU4 values that exceedcd thc maximum background concentrations, 

3. The number of WJ4 valuefi allowed to lie outside the background value with respect 
to the slippagc test was not e x d c d  (14 equals 14), 

4. The OU4 Quantile test value is 0.0761 were as thc rcquired value for consideration 
as a PCOC is less than 0.05, and 

5. The 01J4 Gehan test result is -1.21812 were as the required value for consideration 
as a PCOC is greater than 1.645. 

These contaminants passed the statistical evaluation procedures and were not considered PCOCs. 
Thcrefore, OU4 95% UCLs and preliminary remediation goals wcrc not calculated for sails. 
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To: AndyLedfwd 
From: PhilNIxon 

Date: March 21,1995 

Subject: Analysh of Team Meetlng Mfnutes With Respect to Pondcrete and Sludge 
pl%mMin@ Criteria 

I have gone back through the DOE/EPA/CDPHE team meeting minutes to scc if wc spccifically 
discussed the criteria that were established for pondcete/sludge processing. I looked back as 
far as the June 29, 1994 minutes and found that we never presented the detailed set of criteria 
that were established and inserted int0 the IMIIRA-EA Decision Dacurncnt. Up until very 
recently, the E!PA/CDPHE have taken little interest in the sludge/pondcrctc processing with the 
exception that there be not free liquids. Attached are notes from some of the few discussions 
that we have had. 
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/ 
Meeting Notes 
July 29, 1994 
Page 4 

4. Physical Form of the Backfill 

.. PO5 

It was agroed that (he physical fom of the "ackfill was a detailed design issue that would 
bc determined by the ability of the bacltNl materials to be compacted to an acceptable level for 
the conauuctlon of a stable engineend cover. It was pnviouly dclcrmkd at the July 2 5 , 1 9 4  
team meeting. that the sludge would bc Wteml via minimal treatment prior to being 
coasolidatd berzcath the enginecd cover. 

5. Consideration of DOB Order 58202A and Related DOE Policies 

Steve Howard presented Wormation that DOE order 5820.2A does not provide a 10,OOO 
year design criteqia for low level radioactive waste disposal facilities. The 10 CFR 61 regulation 
is for commercial disposal facilities which docs not apply to =mediation activities. It is thought 
that the confusion might have originated because the State of Colorado and the DOE are working 
together to establish criteria and assess pottntial sites for a Statewide low level radioactive waste 
disposal facility. 

6. Cost Effectiveness of Onsite Disposal vs. Offdte Disposal 

It was agreed that the cost data previously provided was sufficient to meet the 
requirements of this item. It is noted that the cutrent cost for the only potentially available 
waste disposal facility is $57 per cubic foot of waste disposed, It is important to note that 
packaging and transpbrZation costs would also have to be factored into complete cost 
mmparisons. It was agreed that offsite disposal was not currently a cost effective waste 
management alternative. 

7.. Risk Management Assodated with offsite Disposal 

It was discussed that this topic WBS not an important issue to resolve due to the fact that 
the accessibility of waste disposal sites in the near tern was extremely limited and potentially 
problematic with respect to political interestS. In addition, it was agrecd that offsite disposal was 
not a cost effective alternative. It was noted that an assessment of the risks associated with the 
transportation may become an important issue if wastes were shipped offsite. 

8. Access and Availability of Offsite Disposal vs. an Onsite LJMW Disposal Facility 

The currently existing low level m h d  waste (LLMW) disposal facilities include : 
1.  Nevada Test Site 
2. €€anford 
3. Envirrocare 

F m r  ILOCW indicated that the Nevada Test Site is currently not accepting UMW. 
Tht State of Nevada has offered a suit against the DOE concerning the sites Environmental 

L- -3 
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MeeW Notes 
July25, I994 me 4 

d o s  where the liners must be excavated d cmM in order to prevent differential 
settlement of the engineered cover. In addition the mass loading of contaminants is higher for 
the engineered cover scenarios because these sccLLatios inchdc the volume of hillside 
contaminated sails. It was agreed that these modeling fesults indicate that DOE should not have 
to wlidify to sludge prior to consolidating the dewatered sludge beneath the engineered coyer. 
In addition, the engineered c o w  will be designed with a low-permeability layer. 

4) Identification of Additional Technical Data that Needs to be &-evaluated and Establishing 
a Path Forward for Concluding the Dispute k l u t i o n  Review Period 

Arturo buran stated that the EPA Would like the DOE to conduct a feasibility analysis 
with respect to the use of upgradient ground water c(IIltTo1 measures that may eliminate the need 
for the subsurface drainage layer. It was discussed that this might improve the engineered cover 
by reducing the height and slope because the total excavation of the WSS 101 would not be 
required. Amro D u m  also indicated that this might allow the team to return to the strategy 
for clean closing SEP 2074 to reduce the impacts from the hillside stability concerns in the area 
of SEP 2074. Frazer Lockhart Requested that the design criteria be established. It was 
discussed that the design criteria included the following; 

1. The upgradient ground water control mechanism must prevent ground water from 
ContacthgThe cons8lidated contaminated media for the loo0 year system design 
life 

2. The ground water would have to be collected and removed Born the area so that 
the ground water head build-up would not cause a failure of the control 
mechanism 

3. Any mechanical device that was needed to remove ground water from the 
drainage system would not have to function for the lo00 year time period because 
it will be assumed that the ground water at the Rocky Flats will be remediated 

4. The upgradient ground water control mechanism needs to be tied into competent 
bedrock (estimated 20 to 30 feet) 

5. The upgradient ground water control method must function to dewater the north 
hillside under the same expected gmmd water rise that was used to design the 
subsurface drainage layer. 
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Meeting Notes 
Julys,  1994 me 3 

3) Phil Nixon provided information coMxzDjin% the upgradient ground water concentratims for 
the OU4 co . ts of concern (COCs) R.om 3 upgradient ground water wells in the vicinity 
of OU4. ThIs information wag pmvlded for informatianal purposes and does nm require review 
or action. 

4) Madelkg Results irrcorporating Sludge h the IM/IRA 

Phi1 Nixm presented the wltJ of the modelling under unsaturated conditions that 
estimated the potential for leachate generation when untrcaed sludge was consolidated beneath 
the engineered covet. The assumptions that were used for the modelling include: 

1. Data for metals was fi.om the Haliburton database 

2. Data for radiomcliides was from the Weston Database since this is the only 
isotope specific data 

3. The sludge was assumed to be dewatered and dried, but not solidified 

4. The sludge was rinsed during dewatering so that any liquid remaining in the 
sludge after dewatering would be clean water as opposed to contaminated SIP 
liquids. 

Thc madel was run under 3 scenarios: 

1. No Action - The sludge was placed on top of intact liners. 

2. Engineered cover without an Iow-permeability layer - The sludge was mixed with 
excavated sods and crushed liners. The engineered cover would not have a low 
permeability layer. 

3. Engineered cover with low-permeability layer - The sludge was mixed with 
Wntarmna * ted soils and crushed liners. The engineered cover design included a 
low permeability layer. 

The modelling results indicate that the engineered cover design without the low- 
permeability layer would not meet the ground water comparison criteria at the toe of the 
engheered cover. However, the no action and the engineered cover with a low-permeability 
layer would meet the ground water comparison criteria at the toe of the engineered cover. The 
explanation for this is that under thc no action scenario the liner continues to function as a low 
pemeabiIity layer which impedes infiltration. This is not the case for both the engineered cover 

. .  
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To: Andy LedfordlEIarlen Aiascou& 
kom: WnNixon 

Date: Mnwh 21,1995 

Subject: Placement of a TU in a permftted unit 

Enclosed is a statement out of the CAMU regulation which we interpret to mean that it is 
appropriate to locate a Temporary Unit (TU) in a permitted unit. 
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h .~ - - FROM. THE DESK OF 
DAVE KENNEDY- 

Date: March20, 1995 Phone: 831-8100 

To: Phil Nixon 
Prom: Dave Kennedy 
Subject: Applicability of TU Placement on a Interim Status Unit 

In response to the question, "Is the placement of a tcmporary unit on an existing 
Interim Status pad an appropriate action?" 

After reviewing the final rule far CAMUITU publishcd February 16, 1993, (Volume 
58, No. 29) Section C (l), Scope and Applicability of Today's Rule, indicates; "Today's 
final rule specifies that only tanks and container storage units used for the trcatmcnt or 
storage of remediation wastes will be eligible for dcsignation as temporary units." 
Therefore, the requirements established in the scope and applicability section (page 8673 
attached) have been met by designating the 750 and 904 pads as the TXJ locations, as 
established in the TM/IRA-EA DD. 

. 
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. .  ' p e d e 4  itqlster 1 Val. 5% No. 28 I Tuesday, February 16. 1993 I Rules and Regulations 8673 

160 dap, hawever, the w a n d  
Admini#tmtor codd grant extensions to 
the operatinn life of such unit(s1 in 

. .  buiIdhg pster pmrnu@ituti La &e hal prior to m-site treatment..or 
De& Rule on 8/18/@2), & pmpssed. transportation to  03-site dispbsd (in. ' , 

these temporary containment building ' which caw. the land disposal 
would hava sllowd fpr &e treatment Q€ rsstrictions would apply]. Thus. 
hawdour waste in temporary s t r u h  dejignattn the [le as part of the. ; 
that would PO: have been sublectto the CAMU wd m&e sensib!e and ' . '. . ' . 

. .  

Same stringent design and c&strudion rotective waite management actions lo 
requirements of h e  containment L implementwi. Because the provisions 

sftuehons w 6 ~  unforeseen, : e k p o W ,  - building promulgated on August 18, already allow flexibility for waste 
' and uncontrollable dmrmstancss ' 1992. [See 57 FR 37268J. Cammentt M management tn lend-based units. the 

occurred. end Where the ownedopenitor the p m  sal were almost UnivmUy temporary unit provisions for those 
was actively seeking dternatives to favorabr However. EPA decided to units 818 unnecessary and thus have 
wtjnued we of the unit See 55 FR defer a k a l  rule on such buildings been omitted in the final rule. 
3084Z mly 27,1990). If tbe owner/ pendin furtheradel k ' In addition, the temporary unit 
operator failed to reek alternaffvesto the The &MU prOvls&~ pmrnulgated provisions will not ap iy to sub art X 
c o n h u e d  use of the temporary unit, tbe today achieve most o f  the objectives of units (e.&., "modu-t&"). EPAkBeves 
Agency would deny further extensions the tem o w  contdnment building that the sub an X standards already 
and mquh &e ownerfoperetor to p m p Y  (e.g., 4% a CAMU, praylde s d c i e n t  flexibility for the 
retrofit &e unit to meet n pliable pert structures may be used to implement Regionid AdminMrator to set conditions 
264md part 265 stand&. Or remove bforemedietion system8 ab m integral appmpriate to short-term use of a 
Lhe wedte nud dose the unit part of a remediatlcn). The design and miscellaneous U&t at a remediation site. 
h EkOdlPyIag 40 CPR part 284 and opeatb plans for SWJ.I systems will be Also, some miscellaneous mils involve 

put 265 design. operating, and closure appmvA on a casebycase basid within lmd-based waste management 
mgrtlatwy standards for tempo- the context of other wGte management a a * v i t i s :  such a ~ v i t i e s  couId be 
units, p m p d  § 284.531(b) m q h d  RCtLvities that Will take phco within a a d h a e d  and inctuded as part of4 

. 

the Regional Ac!mfnisbator to consider CAMU. The use of bfomutediatfon w, in a manner similar to waslo 
certain f8CtOrS relating to the length of technologies as art of c l u i u s  should piles. 
t: -q that the unit would be in pIace, rhe pari expand &e base of experience The tern ocary unit pro omd miles 

. u t  of wastes to be managed. the ' with &e use of these treatment specified ga t  the Xegi~na! 

. 
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